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DETAILED ACTION 

Applicant's remarks and amendments, filed on June 07, 2010, have been 
carefully considered. Claim 1 has been currently amended by applicant by applicant. 
Claims 1, 3-14, and 26 are still pending review in this application. 

New Grounds of Rejection due to applicant's amendments to claim 1 in remarks 
filed on June 7, 2010 . 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

3. Claims 1, 3-10, 13, and 26 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Raehse et al. (USP No. 5,382,377) in view of Brouwer et al. (USP 
No. 5,714,451). 
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4. Regarding claim 1 , Raehse teaches a process for producing a cleaning 
composition (detergent) tablets via extrusion. (See abstract). 
a. Comprising the steps 

i. Forming of a premix which contains a cleaning composition 
particulate (homogeneous detergent premix) and a lubricant. (See 
abstract and column 2 lines 58-67 disclosing that the premix is solid 
particulate detergents with additional liquid ingredients that may be 
a plasticizer and/or a lubricant.) 

ii. Adding the premix into an extruder. (See column 2 lines 45-47, 
disclosing the addition of the premix into an extruder. Obviously, all 
extruders must have at least one feed port for the premix of material 
to be extruded.) 

iii. Adding a binder (plasticizer) -Raehse teaches the additional step 
of adding a plasticizer/lubricant (which acts as a binder material) to a 
detergent composition (pre-mix) . Raehse goes on to teach that the 
plasticizer/lubricant to be added; can be solid at room temperature and 
mixed with the premix while in the form of a liquid. (See column 2 line 58 
to column 3 line 46) 

(1 ) See specifically column 3 lines 1 -1 0 disclosing that the 
plasticizers and/or lubricants can be paste-like (Solid) at room 
temperature. 
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(2) See specifically column 3 lines 1-10 and 10-23 disclosing 
that the plasticizers/lubricants (binder) can be liquid phase. 

(3) Raehse teaches that surfactants and/or polymers can be 
used as plasticizers/lubricants. (See column 3 lines 24-35). 
Furthermore, Raehse teaches that the surfactant components act 
as binder-like surface layers that are responsible for the cohesion 
of the granules. (See column 3 lines 36-46). 

iv. Extruding the premix once in the extruder. (See column 2 lines 45- 
47 describing an extrusion process with a perforated die for 
extruding the detergent strands.) 

v. And finally cutting the detergent strands into particulate. (See 
column 2 lines 55-57). 

b. With respect to claim 1 , Raehse does not expressly teach wherein the cut 
detergent strand particulates are tablets. 

c. However, Brouwer teaches an extrusion process similar to that of Raehse 
which discloses that depending on the extrusion die head adapted to an 
extrusion process the extrudate may be formed into flakes (particulate - similar 
to Raehse), tablets, pellets, ribbons, or threads. (See column 24 lines 58-67). 

d. It would have been obvious for one having the ordinary skill in the art to 
modify the extrusion die of Raehse in order to produce, flakes, tablets, pellets, or 
ribbons depending on the intended use of the end product since Brouwer 
teaches that a similar extrusion/die system can be used to produce tablets. 
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Depending on the materials in the premix, it would have been obvious to one 
having the ordinary skill in the art to make the extrudate directly into useable 
tablets to save processing/cycle time and equipment costs. 

2. Regarding claims 3-5, Raehse teaches that the extrusion pressure is between 25 
to 200 bars (2.5 to 20 MPa) . 

3. Regarding claim 6, Raehse teaches the use of a twin-screw extruder. (See 
column 5 lines 30-35). 

e. With respect to claim 6, Raehse does not expressly teach wherein the twin 
screw extruder has screw overlap (essentially the screws are intermeshing) 

and that the extruder is configured to advance the extrudant. 



vi. However, it is well known in the art that a twin screw extruder can 
be used to meter or mix an extrudant material. It is well known in the art of 
twin screw extruding that the screws can be intermeshing or non- 
intermeshing. An intermeshing screw has screw overlap and this overlap 
can be modified in order to minimize the shearing action that takes place 
between the rotating screws. Because of this, claim 6 would have been 
obvious to one having the ordinary skill in the art because a person of 
ordinary skill has good reason to pursue known options within his or her 
technical grasp. In this case, it would have been obvious to try an 
intermeshing screw with minimal screw overlap because using a twin 
screw for metering rather than shearing is a common endeavor solved by 
altering the intermeshing screws. 
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4. Regarding claims 7 and 8, Raehse teaches that the strand is subjected to a post- 
extrusion enhancement process such as post-extrusion cooling. (See column 5 lines 
60-67 disclosing that the strands are cooled post extrusion and column 2 line 57 
disclosing that the strands can be cut post extrusion.) 

5. Regarding claim 9, Raehse teaches wherein the material mixed within the twin 
screw extruder at a temperature of 60 to 70C and as low as 40C. (See column 5 lines 
8-21) 

6. Regarding claim 10, Raehse discloses wherein the lubricant is fluid at room 
temperature. (See column 3 lines 1-10). 

f. However, Raehse while does not explicitly disclose wherein the lubricant 
is liquid, this would have been obvious. When describing a material as fluid it is 
likely that the material will be gas phase fluid or liquid phase fluid. However, it 
would be unlikely that a gaseous phase lubricant would be used in an extruder 
because the lubricant is supposed to intermingle with the solid particulate and 
facilitate a free flowing premix. Therefore, it would have been obvious to use a 
liquid lubricant. 

7. Regarding claim 13, Raehse discloses wherein the surfactant that acts like a 
binder-like substance is typically a paste-like or gel-like substance. (See column 3 
lines 29-46) 

g. With respect to claim 1 3, Rae does not expressly state that the binder is 
molten under extrusion conditions. 
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vii. However, it would have been obvious to ensure that the binder was 
molten during extrusion because it is well known in the art that there is 
severe wear and tear on an extruder that attempts to extrude any material 
that is not in a molten state. 
8. Regarding claim 26, Raehse teaches wherein the strand or pellets can be cooled 
after extrusion or separated into tablets. (See column 5 lines 40-42 and 62-67) . 



9. Claims 11 and 12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Raehse et al. (USP No. 5,382,377) in view of Brouwer et al. (USP No. 5,714,451) 
in view of Hoffmann et al. (US Pre-Grant Publication 2002/0015730 A1). 

1 0. Regarding claims 1 1 and 12, Raehse/Morrison does not explicitly teach: (1 ) 
wherein the lubricant comprises a sucrose ester or a sorbitan ester and (2) wherein the 
lubricant comprises a sucrose oleate. 

h. However, Hoffmann teaches: (1 ) wherein the lubricant comprises a 
sucrose ester. (See paragraph T00441 disclosing that sucrose esters can act 
as a lubricant and are suitable for granulating) and (2) wherein the lubricant 
comprises a sucrose oleate. (See paragraph f00571 disclosing the use of 
sucrose oleates with sucrose esters). 

i. Raehse and Hoffmann are from the same field of endeavor which is 
making tablets by adding a lubricant/binder to facilitate tablet formation. At the 
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time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one having the ordinary skill 
in the art, having the teachings of Raehse and Hoffmann before him or her, to 
modify the teachings of Raehse to include the teachings of Hoffmann for the 
benefit of utilizing a lubricant as a mold release (See paragraph [0035]). It is 
submitted that it is common knowledge to use lubricants such as sucrose esters 
in extrusion processes to control frictional properties of the plasticized materials. 
Furthermore, sucrose ester is a nonionic surfactant (see paragraph [0045]) which 
is a well known suitable lubricant in extrusion operations. Moreover, Raehse 
identifies that nonionic surfactants can be used as lubricants. (See column 3 
lines 1-10 in Raehse). 



1 1 . Claim 14 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Raehse 
et al. (USP No. 5,382,377) in view of Brouwer et al. (USP No. 5,714,451) in view of 
Morrison (USP No. 6,770,609). 

12. Regarding claim 14, Raehse does not explicitly teach wherein the binder is 
polyethylene glycol. 

j. However, Morrison teaches wherein the binder is polyethylene glycol. 
(See column 5 lines 7-14) . 

k. It is well known in the art of extrusion to use PEG as a binder. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to use PEG as a binder to facilitate cohesion of the 
premix particulates. 
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Response to Arguments 

5. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 , 3-14, and 26 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

6. Applicant Argument #1 : 

a. Applicant has argued that the process of Raehse would not form tablets 
ready to use as detergent tablets because Raehse's discloses a post processing 
the particulate into a tableting machine. 

7. Examiner Response #1: 

b. As the claim is written the extruded material just needs to be cut into 
tablets and then adapted for use in a ware washing machine. "Adapted" is 
defined as to make suitable; to fit, or suit; to adjust; to alter so as to fit for a new 
use. (See attached Dict.org definition of Adapted). Therefore applicant's claim 
1 leaves open the possibility that the cut particulate/tablet is further processed 
before making the final detergent tablet placed into a ware washing machine. 

8. Applicant Argument #2: 

c. With respect to claims 11-12, one having the ordinary skill in the art would 
not have combined Hoffmann with Raehse because they are drawn to the 
pharmaceutical and detergent art respectively. 

9. Examiner Response #2: 
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d. In response to applicant's argument that Hoffmann is nonanalogous art, it 
has been held that a prior art reference must either be in the field of applicant's 
endeavor or, if not, then be reasonably pertinent to the particular problem with 
which the applicant was concerned, in order to be relied upon as a basis for 
rejection of the claimed invention. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 24 USPQ2d 
1443 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, the particular problem is using lubricants such 
as sucrose esters in extrusion processes to control frictional properties of the 
plasticized materials. Furthermore, sucrose ester is a nonionic surfactant (see 
paragraph [0045]) which is a well known suitable lubricant in extrusion 
operations. Moreover, Raehse identifies that nonionic surfactants can be used as 
lubricants. (See column 3 lines 1-10 in Raehse). Additionally, Hoffmann's 
teaching is relevant to the tablet making art. (See paragraph 0001). 



Conclusion 

10. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
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shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to AMJAD ABRAHAM whose telephone number is 
(571)270-7058. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 8:00 
AM to 5:00 PM Eastern Time. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Phillip Tucker can be reached on (571) 272-1095. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



AAA 
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